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Status of the Claims 

Claims 1 and 3-28 are pending in the present application. Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate 
subject matter originally recited in Claim 2 (which has been canceled), and Claims 3, 4, and 5 have been 
amended to change their dependency, in accord with the cancellation of Claim 2. As described in greater 
detail below, the amendment of Claim 1 should enable Claims 1-16 to be examined along with the elected 
claims (i.e.. Claims 21-28) of Invention II. 

Restriction Requirement and Election 

In a Restriction, the Examiner asserts that the pending claims are directed to two patentably distinct 
inventions. The Examiner indicates that a first invention, directed to Claims 1-20, is drawn to apparatus 
including a collection surface and a detector, and that a second invention, directed to Claims 21-28, is drawn 
to a method for detecting particles on a regenerable surface. The Examiner further notes that the inventions 
are distinct because the apparatus of Invention I can be used to perform a method that does not require 
regeneration of the collection surface, as required in the method of Invention n. 

Applicants hereby affirmatively elect the claims of Invention II (i.e., Claims 21-28), subject to 
applicants right to file a divisional application directed to any noh-elected invention. 

Summary of Telephone Interview 

On January 9, 2005, applicants’ current attorney (Michael King, Reg. No. 44,832) contacted 
Examiner Douglas by telephone to discuss the restriction. (A document granting a Power of Attorney in 
this case to Michael King and revoking a previous Power of Attorney will be submitted in the near future.) 
During the telephone interview, applicants’ attorney indicated that the restriction appeared to be based on 
the recitation by some of the independent claims a regenerative collection surface, while other independent 
claims do not recite such an element. Applicants’ attorney pointed out that independent apparatus Claims 1 
and 17 did not recite the element of a regenerative collection surface, while independent apparatus Claim 8 
and independent method Claims 21 and 25 each recite a regenerative collection surface. The Examiner 
indicated that she would reconsider whether independent claims (such as Claim 8) including the common 
element of a regenerative collection surface could be considered as a single patentably distinct invention. 

Applicants’ attorney further suggested amending Claim 1 to recite a regenerative collection surface, 
such that a first invention could be considered to be directed to apparatus including a collection surface that 
is not required to be regenerable, which would encompass Claims 17-20, and a second invention could be 
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